









































































































































































































































This	simple	switch	has	been	welcomed	by	participants,	with	one	attendee	noting	“it was very helpful 
to have a brief overview of each system, then an assessment to help me choose which one would 
work best for me, then more in depth information about the one I chose.”		Comments	like	this	
demonstrate	how	the	workshop	now	helps	learners	to	match	their	needs	to	a	tool	rather	than	vice	
versa,	and	make	an	informed	decision	about	their	research	practice	needs	and	development.	These	
ideas	can	also	be	seen	in	Coonan’s	use	of	animal	metaphors	to	explore	reference	management	
workflow	and	practice	(2013).	 
	 Research	into	networked	participation	and	digital	scholarship	has	also	lead	to	the	creation	of	
a	series	of	new	workshops	at	UCB.	Focusing	on	complex	questions	about	digital	scholar	practices	
within	a	networked	world,	these	workshops	have	been	explicitly	developed	to	develop	learner	
awareness	and	facility	with	a	number	of	new	scholarly	practices	such	as	the	development	of	online	
identities,	or	the	measurement	and	improvement	of	impact.	Rather	than	listing	potential	sites	for	
researcher	profiles,	however,	these	workshops	are	centred,	as	above,	on	researcher	practices	rather	
than	on	tools.	They	are	further	characterised	by	their	emphasis	on	the	pitfalls	as	well	as	on	the	
opportunities	of	digital	technologies,	or	the	need	to	provide	a	critical	appraisal	of	these	tools.	Thus,	
the	Creating	a	digital	identity	workshop	spends	considerable	time	questioning	the	purpose	and	goals	
of	an	online	identity,	as	well	as	discussing	the	benefits	and	drawbacks	of	using	commercial	sites	for	
networking	and	as	a	research	portfolio.	Similarly,	the	workshop	that	focuses	on	Improving	your	
impact	critically	engages	with	the	concepts	of	outreach,	public	discourse	and	measurement,	asking	
participants	to	reflect	on	the	nature	of	‘impact’	and	the	forces	behind	the	sudden	interest	in	this	
topic,	as	well	as	serving	as	a	how-to	primer	about	ways	to	open	up	and	share	personal	and	
collaborative	research	practices.		
Many	participants	mention	that	they	find	the	focus	on	practical	details	useful,	including	
scholar	profiles,	the	measurement	of	impact,	and	advice	about	sharing	research	and	teaching	
materials.	Others	find	that	this	workshop	forms	a	neutral	space	that	can	help	uncover	assumptions	
as	well	as	legitimate	fears	and	concerns	among	the	participants.	This	often	helps	them	to	join	the	
dots	between	scraps	of	information	they	have	absorbed,	for	instance,	between	their	knowledge	that	
they	can	put	published	articles	online	and	a	vague	understanding	of	the	rules	that	govern	this	by	
developing	specific	knowledge	about	negotiating	contracts,	permission	and	institutional	or	
commercial	repository	sites.	Attendees	also	mention	that	the	workshop	forms	a	space	to	discuss	and	
experiment	with	questions	of	digital	identity	in	an	open	way,	rather	than	solely	relying	on	confused	
advice	from	a	supervisor	or	dire	warnings	about	the	value	of	engaging	on	social	media	from	a	PhD	
committee	member.	We	have	found	that	many	participants,	for	example,	are	urged	to	stay	away	
from	public	engagement	for	fear	of	someone	stealing	either	their	ideas	or	their	work.	Others	are	
cautioned	against	publishing	open	access	because	it	may	later	harm	their	ability	to	negotiate	a	book	
contract.	While	these	concerns	are	important,	participants	appreciate	this	workshop	because	it	
presents	a	rounded	picture	of	both	the	benefits	and	the	drawbacks	of	engaging	online	and	enables	
individuals	to	make	their	own	informed	decision	about	their	next	academic	steps.	In	turn,	the	open	
and	questioning	nature	of	workshops	such	as	these	have	enabled	librarians	to	become	more	
sensitive	to	these	issues	and	to	temper	their	enthusiasm	for	online	engagement	and	open	access	
with	a	measured	appraisal	of	the	reality	of	academic	pressures	and	disciplinary	norms.	This	format	
has	also	helped	to	foreground	the	structural	constraints	that	can	affect	the	notion	of	success	in	the	
academy,	or	the	idea	that	we	cannot	assume	that	the	use	of	different	technologies	or	metrics	will	
automatically	lead	to	greater	representation	or	quality	of	opportunity	within	higher	education.	
There	are	many	factors	that	affect	visibility	and	prestige	in	the	academy	and	it	is	clear	that	the	focus	
on	unpacking	these	ideas	contributes	to	both	the	honesty	and	to	the	success	of	this	workshop.		
	 Beyond	workshops,	librarians	at	UCB	have	also	partnered	with	educational	technology	staff	
in	order	to	create	public	digital	scholarship	discussion	fora.	These	events,	which	are	open	to	the	
entire	campus,	acknowledge	that	digital	scholarship	is	still	developing	and	that	scholars	and	their	
communities	may	need	to	work	through	a	number	of	complex	questions	related	to	identity,	
participation	and	impact.	Academics	Online	week,	which	was	held	at	UCB	in	2014,	is	one	such	
example	of	a	public	discussion	event,	where	scholars	and	librarians	came	together	to	exchange	ideas	
about	the	nature	of	digital	scholarship,	and	its	potential	impact	on	their	work.	On	one	level,	this	
event	served	as	a	dropintechnology	testing	zone,	where	librarians	and	faculty	gave	mini	overviews	of	
a	number	of	digital	scholarship	tools	in	the	field,	including	Impact	Story,	Mendeley,	Twitter	and	
more.	This	half	of	the	event	allowed	faculty	and	librarians	to	sit	down	in	a	one-on-one	setting	and	try	
out	the	tools,	while	also	hearing	about	how	local	experts	on	campus	used	these	tools	in	their	daily,	
academic	lives.	On	another	level,	this	event	also	included	severalopen	discussions	about	the	nature	
of	digital	scholarship	and	what	this	means	to	campus	faculty,	educational	technology	staff	and	
librarians,	including	panels	entitled	“What	is	Open	Scholarship”	and	“What	is	Open	Access”.	These	
events	facilitated	a	number	of	discussions	and	broader	debate	about	the	nature	of	openness	and	
digitality.	They	also	served	to	raise	awareness	about	these	issues	on	campus,	further	sparking	a	
number	of	follow	up	workshops	and	consultations	about	questions	of	digital	scholarship.	We	found	
that	a	discursive	approach	to	changing	academic	realities	was	particularly	helpful	because	it	
grounded	practices	within	the	messy	everyday	nature	of	digital	scholarship,	rather	than	presenting	it	
in	theoretical	or	ideal	terms.	This	made	the	topic	approachable	to	a	wide	variety	of	campus	faculty	
and	graduate	students	as	well	as	serving	to	draw	attention	to	the	‘in-progress’	nature	of	practices,	
and	the	need	for	further	discussion	and	work	in	the	area.	Our	emphasis	on	including	a	wide	variety	
of	interdisciplinary	perspectives,	or	a	mix	of	speakers	from	different	disciplines	also	helped	us	to	
break	this	topic	down	for	our	campus;	the	variety	of	perspectives	meant	that	discussion	was	lively	
and	participants	were	able	to	make	a	number	of	useful	comparisons	and	connections	across	
scholarly	traditions.	In	addition,	and	while	this	wasn’t	our	original	goal,	we	found	that	these	events	
also	served	as	a	site	of	professional	development	for	librarians,	many	of	whom	had	started	to	
receive	questions	about	altmetrics	or	the	legality	of	using	academic	social	media	sites,	and	wanted	
to	improve	their	knowledge	in	the	area.		
Lastly,	but	most	importantly,	undergraduates,	too,	can	be	included	in	these	conversations	
around	digital	scholarship.	Open	access	is	an	obvious	starting	point	with	many	universities	now	
making	undergraduate	theses	and	senior	projects	available	through	institutional	repositories.	
Undergraduate	research	is	often	seen	as	“immature	and	unpolished,	drafts	not-ready-for-
primetime”	as	well	as	liable	to	undermine	the	faculty	member’s	reputation	(Miller,	2013).	Yet,	as	
Hicks	and	Howkins	point	out,	“if	we	believe	that	undergraduate	students	have	nothing	to	contribute	
to	a	particular	field,	it	is	worth	asking	ourselves	what	such	an	attitude	communicates	to	students	
about	the	nature	of	the…	discipline	and	their	place	within	it”	(2015,	p.	355).	Open	access	
undergraduate	publishing	can	thereby	be	seen	as	a	way	for	students	to	exercise	their	academic	
agency	by	both	entering	into	and	participating	within	broader	conversations	around	their	interests.	
As	libraries	start	to	become	more	involved	with	digital	publishing	(Michigan	Publishing,	for	example,	
forms	a	part	of	the	University	of	Michigan	Libraries),	as	well	as	scholarly	communication	and	other	
initiatives	that	focus	on	broadening	the	reach	and	the	visibility	of	Open	Access	publishing,	it	is	clear	
that	undergraduate	research	can	play	an	important	part	within	the	library’s	goals	of	making	
information	accessible	for	all	(Miller,	2013).	Beyond	the	technological	implications	for	making	
undergraduate	research	available,	the	inherent	focus	on	research	accountability	reinforces	everyday	
meanings	of	information	literacy	(Booth	&	Miller,	2014)	and	instruction	sessions	may	need	to	take	a	
different	shape	when	undergraduate	research	form	part	of	scholarly	conversations.	Librarians	
involved	in	information	literacy	instruction	can	help	to	scaffold	undergraduate	student	researcher	
needs	by	focusing	on	information	privilege,	or	the	need	for	open	access	publishing,	as	well	as	paying	
greater	attention	to	attribution,	copyright	and	permissions	(Booth,	2013).		
The	concept	of	networked	participation	also	forms	a	useful	way	to	think	about	redesigning	
undergraduate	research	assignments,	which,	like	in	traditional	academic	reward	systems,	tend	to	
focus	exclusively	on	the	final	essay,	or	the	product	of	research.	In	our	role	as	subject	specialists	and	
liaisons,	a	number	of	scholars	and	practitioners	have	started	conversations	with	interested	faculty	
about	the	nature	of	research	assignments,	and	ways	in	which	we	can	break	or	slow	down	the	
research	process	(Blackwell-Starnes,	2011;	Deitering	&	Gronemyer,	2011;	Sinkinson	&	Hicks,	2013;	
Mihailidis	&	Cohen,	2013;	Hicks	&	Howkins,	2015),).	By	working	with	faculty	to	redesign	assignments	
around	the	intermediary	academic	practices	that	may	eventually	lead	to	a	final	paper	(for	example,	
by	following	a	Twitter	hashtag,	or	mapping	a	scholar’s	informal	online	conversations),	we	make	
questions	of	inquiry,	as	well	as	authority	and	evaluation	more	visible	to	students,	as	well	as	
scaffolding	their	participation	in	and	exploration	of	today’s	complex	information	landscapes.	And,	
while	this	idea	is	not	yet	scalable,	it	is	clear	that	the	process	of	working	with	faculty	as	co-designers	
of	educational	experiences	has	also	lead	to	a	number	of	benefits,	including	a	greater	understanding	
of	each	other’s	role,	and	a	more	relevant	and	responsive	research	assignment.	Students	react	well	to	
these	new	ideas,	too,	with	one	student	in	the	Hicks	and	Howkins	study	pointing	out	that	“having	
been	forced	to	look	at	largely	primary	sources,	make	inferences,	and	draw	conclusions	to	connect	
dots	that	haven’t	necessarily	been	connected	before	was	a	very	different	kind	of	experience	(but	a	
good	one)”	(2013,	p.353).	While	this	study	found	that	students	may	initially	be	cautious	at	the	idea	
of	analyzing	contemporary	media	such	as	blogs	and	tweets	in	a	history	class,	it	was	clear	that	by	the	
end	of	the	class,	students	were	engaging	in	far	more	sophisticated	evaluation	of	the	information	
environments	that	surround	them.						
 
5.	Conclusion 
Digital	scholarship,	and	the	idea	of	the	digital	scholar,	form	complex	concepts	that	are	constantly	in	
flux	as	academic	and	scholarly	researchers	react	to,	make	sense	and	create	new	disciplinary	norms	
related	to	teaching,	scholarship	and	individual	research	practices.	In	recent	studies,	digital	
scholarship	has	thereby	referred	to	a	number	of	related	ideas,	including:	
1. building	a	digital	collection	of	information	for	further	study	and	analysis,	
2. creating	appropriate	tools	for	collection	building,	
3. creating	appropriate	tools	for	the	analysis	and	study	of	collections,	
4. using	digital	collections	and	analytical	tools	to	generate	new	intellectual	products,	and		
5. creating	authoring	tools	for	these	new	intellectual	products,	either	in	traditional	form	or	in	
digital	form	(American	Council	of	Learned	Societies	Commission	on	Cyberinfrastructure	for	
the	Humanities	&	Social	Sciences,	n.d.)	
This	chapter	argues,	however,	that	it	is	the	change	in	the	scholarly	practices	around	these	tools	and	
collections	that	is	both	noteworthy	as	well	as	a	neglected	opportunity	for	librarians.	In	other	words,	
by	seeing	digital	scholarship	as	constituting	and	being	constitutive	of	a	number	of	new,	scholarly	
activities	that	are	centred	on	principles	of	openness	or	social	and	networked	participation,	rather	
than	just	as	the	use	of	new	technologies,	we	open	up	the	potential	for	more	meaningful	and	
necessary	conversation	about	the	changing	nature	of	academia.	This	approach	also	dovetails	nicely	
with	the	recent	drive	(Accardi,	Drabinski	&	Kumbier,	2010)	to	broaden	the	way	that	we	think	of	
information	literacy;	as	Crissinger	points	out,	“asking	faculty	and	graduate	students	to	think	critically	
about	how	we	evaluate	scholarship	and	what	impact	really	means	to	them	as	scholars	and	
information	consumers	is	information	literacy”	(2015).	These	ideas	can	also	be	seen	through	the	
work	of	JISC	in	the	UK,	which	has	carried	out	significant	research	into	digital	capabilities,	and	
includes	digital	communication	and	collaboration	as	well	as	traditional	information	literacy	skills	as	a	
key	part	of	a	researcher’s	digital	capacity.	In	effect,	these	ideas	illustrate	both	the	dynamic	nature	
and	the	critical	need	for	information	literacy	within	today’s	complex	information	landscapes. 
	 At	the	same	time,	it	is	clear	that	communities	who	explore	both	the	role	and	the	place	of	
these	new	practices	may	not	always	recognise	or	even	share	the	open	ideals	from	which	the	concept	
of	networked	participation	was	born.	Just	as	MOOCs	were	transformed	from	their	radically	open,	
connectivist	beginnings	into	more	traditional	models	of	online	education,	digital	scholarship	runs	the	
risk	of	becoming	distanced	from	ideas	of	openness	and	failing	to	transform	inherited	scholarly	
practices.	For	some,	interest	in	alternative	systems	of	measurement	has	neglected	to	broaden	the	
idea	of	research	impact,	continuing	to	treat	“knowledge	diffusion	as	a	‘black	box’	with	only	inputs	
and	outputs”	or	removing	the	concept	of	meaning	from	questions	of	public	value	(Budz	Pedersen,	
2015).	For	others,	the	focus	on	impact,	for	example	in	the	Research	Excellence	Framework,	which	is	
a	programme	that	assesses	the	research	of	British	higher	education	institutions,	has	been	critiqued	
for	over-simplifying	or	marginalising	the	value	and	worth	of	non-immediately	popular	research	
(Mulholland,	2015).	While	it	may	be	frustrating	to	see	how	easily	goals	of	openness	can	be	
subverted,	these	issues	could	also	be	seen	as	demonstrating	the	emerging	nature	of	the	field,	as	well	
as	highlighting	the	pressures	that	scholars	and	institutions	face	in	an	era	of	increased	accountability.	
More	positively,	developments	could	also	be	seen	as	helping	to	create	impetus	for	continued	
engagement;	as	open	scholar,	Bonnie	Stewart	points	out,	"we	are	part	of	a	flawed	system	and	open	
research	is	an	important	approach	to	solve	it"	(Notsosternlib,	2015).	It	is	in	this	spirit	that	librarians	
should	approach	digital	scholarship,	drawing	upon	our	core	professional	values	to	continue	
advocating	for	the	creation	of	academic	practices	that	are	as	open,	as	accessible	and	as	diverse	as	
we	can	possibly	make	them.		 
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